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UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 7 6-5-207 (Supp. 1975) 
REQUIRES PROOF OF CRIMINAL NEGLIGENCE AS AN ELEMENT OF 
AUTOMOBILE HOMICIDE. 
In the responsive brief filed by the State of 
Utah, the respondent claims that "simple negligence" and 
not criminal negligence satisfies the requirements of the 
Automobile Homicide Statute (Utah Code Annotated 76-5-207 
(Supp. 1975)). The respondent contends that the statutory 
language of the present statute should be construed in 
light of the previous judicial interpretation of the 
different statutory language contained in the statute 
expressly repealed by the Legislature. (Utah Code 
Digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BYU. 
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Annotated 76-30-7.4, repealed by L. 1973, Chp. 196). 
However, the definitions and requirements of 
the Utah Criminal Code as outlined in appellant's brief 
should control any interpretation given to the language 
of the Automobile Homicide statute unless there exists 
some conflict between these provisions. No conflict or 
ambiguity exists in the statutory scheme, unless these 
provisions are ignored and the language of the statute 
is interpreted in light of past judicial interpretation 
of the former statute, as contended by the respondent. 
- Elementary rules of statutory construction 
require the presumption that each part of a statute was ^^s --m-
used advisedly by the Legislature, and that a Court should 
look to the entire act in order to discern the inter-
pretation which should be given to the language of a 
statute. Grant v. Utah State Land Board 26 Utah 2d 100, 
485 P.2d 1035 (1971) and Greaves v. State, 528 P.2d 805 
(Utah 1974) . 
It is also a general rule of statutory con-
struction that where legislation dealing with a particular 
subject consists of a system of related provisions indie- -
ative of a settled policy, new enactments of a fragmentary 
nature on that subject are to be taken as intended to fit 
into the existing system unless a different purpose is 
plainly shown. 73 Am. Jur. 2d Sec. 188, Page 388. 
Statutory provisions are regarded &s in pari materia where ::^  
they are parts of the same act. 73 Am. Jur. 2d Sec. 191, p. 389. 
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In the context of the present issue, the 1974 amendment of 
the statutory language of Automobile Homicide to read "in 
a negligent manner" was made by the Legislature in the con-
text of the existing specific statutory requirements of 
Utah Code Annotated 76-5-201 (Supp. 1975) and 76-2-101 
e t. seq. (Supp. 197 5)• 
Furthermore, when a legislature changes a statute, 
it should be presumed that the legislature intended a change 
from previous law. State v. Long, 423 P.2d 858 (Idaho 1967). 
When a substitution of different terminology is made by a 
legislature, a court interpreting this language should 
assume that the legislature intended to change the meaning 
given to the two phrases. Hodges v. Borden, 417 P. 2d 75— — 
(Idaho 1966). 
The appellant respectfully submits that the standard 
of proof required to sustain a conviction of Automobile 
Homicide is criminal negligence. 
Respectfully sybm^^ed. 
IDALL GA/T^ Eji 
Attorney for Appellant 
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